Abstract. We use survey data from Southeastern Europe to investigate determinants which explain thriving and surviving activities of households as their response to the changes caused by the latest global economic crisis of 2007/2008. Contrary to most of the literature that investigates these types of activities as mutually exclusive, our modelling strategy identifi es and then focusses on households that have used both of them in the period of crisis. Indeed, the thriving and surviving activities were often used simultaneously and they were mutually related as joint outcomes of a wider system of infl uences. We identify that both components of household strategies were systematically linked to the economic performance of households and to diff erent dimensions of social capital-generalised trust and informal networking. We also fi nd that diff erent social capital dimensions interact and build in their infl uence on the success of households-i.e. more engagement in thriving and less in surviving activities.
Introduction
Investigations of household strategies are particularly interesting and fruitful in periods of social crises and rapid social transformations. Postsocialist transition in Southeastern Europe, which brought the disintegration of old social structures, leading to anomie, as well as a drastic downfall of standards of living and an increase in unemployment, 1 forced all households to use various available resources at their disposal to survive or to improve their social stand-ing. Emphasising the importance of agency as opposed to social structures and including various forms of informal/domestic work besides formal employment in economic analysis, studies on household strategies have become one of the privileged ways of understanding what is happening in postsocialist societies, as well as their emerging stratifi cation system.
The concept of household strategies can be traced back to the 1970s and 1980s, and was fi rst mentioned in studies focussed on the urban poor of Latin America and Africa-specifi cally regarding household strategies of coping and/ or survival. Its application then transferred to the study of marginal groups (especially immigrants) in the developed, postindustrial societies of Western Europe and North America. The key moment in the process of development of this type of research was when Ray Pahl and Jonathan Gershuny applied the concept to all households in their studies. 2 Later on, the concept of household strategies was fruitfully used in studies concerning fl exible forms of work in the period of post-Fordist transformations during the last decade of the 20 th century.
In most typologies of household strategies, it is possible to distinguish between off ensive and defensive strategies. Thus, for example in Jiří Večerník's study from 1996, 3 he distinguishes between off ensive or market strategies one the one hand, and several types of defensive strategies on the other hand, such as home production activities, economising activities, crisis or rescue activities and borrowing money.
Similarly, in her studies on reproduction and coping strategies, 4 Mercedes González de la Rocha distinguishes between household work strategies aiming at protecting or increasing household resources, and restrictive strategies that are focussed on cutt ing down or modifying household consumption of goods and services. What is of special signifi cance for this current study is that De la Rocha points out that in actual practice many strategies have an element of both. 5 2 Jonathan I. Gershuny / Ray E. Pahl, Work Outside Employment. Some Preliminary Speculations, New Universities Quarterly 34, no. 1 (1979 ), 120-135, DOI: 10.1111 /j.1468 -2273 . All internet references were accessed on 15 December 2016; Ray E. Pahl, Divisions of Labour, Oxford 1984; Claire Wallace / Ray E. Pahl, Polarisation, Unemployment and All Forms of Work, in: Shela Allen et al., eds, The Experience of Unemployment, London 1986, 116-133. 3 Jiří Večerník, Markets and People. The Czech Reform Experience in a Comparative Perspective, Aldershot 1996, 184. 4 'A reproduction strategy involves a series of economic and non-economic activities aimed at ensuring the long-term reproduction and wellbeing of the household unit and its members. A survival or coping strategy is typically a short-term response to shock and stress, and is implemented in order to cope with the expected and unexpected hardships of everyday life.' Mercedes González de la Rocha, Private Adjustments. Household Responses to the Erosion of Work, SEPED Conference Paper Series 6 (2004), 9, htt p://www.chs.ubc.ca/ lprv/PDF/lprv0483.pdf. Figure 1 . The coping continuum. 6 In an insightful article by Aisha Jane Hutchinson, she makes a distinction between pro-active (off ensive) strategies and reactive (defensive) strategies along a continuum. 7 On one end of the continuum are strategies that do not provide for survival, through to surviving strategies that can counterbalance threats, to those strategies that enable coping and maintaining well-being, with strategies that enable progress of the household and even increase well-being, on the other end of the continuum.
Bearing these studies in mind, the main novelty of our paper and its applied methodology is that we allow social determinants to aff ect both thriving and surviving activities to be used by the same households. This is contrary to the existing literature that often treats these activities (or strategies) as separate and mutually exclusive. The social determinants focussed on in this study include those related to economic status, social status and household characteristics, such as type, size and area of living.
The last global fi nancial crisis of 2007/2008 aff ected the Southeast European (SEE) region heavily, causing an increase in unemployment and social payments by the governments. The negative economic consequences on households were inevitable. In such circumstances, households undertook a number of activities and developed more or less successful responses to the changed conditions, including emigration from the region. 8 This paper investigates how this context-i.e. economic, social and household specifi c determinants-aff ected the thriving and/or surviving activities of households as their response to the crisis. In this analysis we rely on survey data and on an endogenous structural model that jointly investigates determinants that aff ected surviving and thriving activities of households in the SEE region. Although it is expected that the role of economic performance of a household would have the most important eff ect in the model, the overall conclusion that we draw from this research, is that diff erent dimensions and levels of social capital in particular have aff ected household activities during the period of crisis. Simply, those households that reported improved economic performance and more developed social interactions did bett er, i.e. they were involved in more thriving and fewer surviving activities. Nevertheless, it is necessary to mention that some additional, nonregular activities of households were identifi ed as being used by poorer families as well, such as selling assets or terminating education. The paper is organised as follows: after this introductory section, we continue by presenting some initial data on the consequences of the global economic crisis and the responses thereof given by surveyed households in the SEE region. Hereafter we introduce our empirical model and discuss the obtained results. In our fi nal section, we provide concluding remarks.
The Economic Downturn in Southeastern Europe and Responses of Households
The economic downturn which started in 2008, as a result of the fi nancial and economic crisis, aff ected the SEE region heavily. The negative economic eff ects on these countries became apparent in late 2008-as in most world economiesbut had the most signifi cant infl uence in 2009. However, the consequences of this crisis have not yet been overcome. Nevertheless, for this introductory investigation we report the current, that is 2015, macroeconomic indicators of Slovenia, Croatia, Serbia and Bosnia and Herzegovina, and compare them to the pre-crisis period, namely for 2008 (Table 1) . Aggregated data of the European Union's (EU) member states are included to serve as our benchmark category (although Slovenia and Croatia are members of the EU, they should not aff ect signifi cantly the EU average).
As can be discerned, the GDP per capita level has dropped in all four countries over the observed period, as well as in the EU in general. Moreover, unemployment increased from 2008 to 2015, and in Slovenia and Croatia the rate of unemployment even doubled. Finally, the percentage of the population living below the poverty line registered an increasing trend. The main conclusion that we draw from Table 1 is that the crisis had severe economic consequences in the SEE region, which is in our focus.
It is not only that economic indicators imply the negative consequences of the crisis fi ve years later; household perceptions captured by the survey that was used for this paper provides consistent results.
In this research we rely on a targeted survey implemented in the SEE region as part of the project 'Life-Strategies and Survival Strategies of Households and Individuals in Southeast European Societies in the Times of Crisis'. The SEE countries covered by this survey include: Bosnia and Herzegovina (BiH), Croatia, Slovenia and Serbia. This regional survey was conducted by a single company (Ipsos Plus) with separate branches in all four countries, where the survey was simultaneously implemented. The sample size is 3,904 observations/ households, i.e. around 1,000 observations per country on average (details in Table A1 in the appendix). The survey was implemented by face-to-face interviews and Computer Assisted Personal Interviewing (CAPI) in the households of respondents. The research was conducted on a random, two-stage stratifi ed sample of adult citizens from these four countries. The fi rst stage of stratifi cation was on a regional level, and in the second stage a sample of each region was stratifi ed by the sample size. To ensure a random sample, a standard method of random sampling was used according to the following steps: random sett lement selection within stratum (strata are defi ned by region and sett lement size); random starting point selection within sett lement; random household selection using random walk method; and random selection of respondents in selected households. The research included citizens who have been living in the country for longer than one year and who are able to fl uently speak the mother language of the respective country. The data were fi nally organised in an SPSS fi le, and later transferred to STATA 14 software, which was used for the transformation of variables and empirical econometric modelling.
Our analysis starts with a question regarding the economic situation of households today compared to the situation fi ve years earlier. This question is designed to capture the eff ects of the global crisis, i.e. the change in the economic situation in the region. The scale ranges from 1 (completely unsatisfi ed) to 10 (completely satisfi ed). The mean values are presented in Table 2 .
The perception of the economic situation of households in all the SEE countries in focus, in comparison to the pre-crisis period, worsened. The situation deteriorated by 22% in BiH, 27% in Croatia, 25% in Serbia, and 29% in Slovenia. Table 3 ).
Around 40% of the total households reported at least one activity that can be categorised as a thriving response. When examining the data by country, the biggest number of these activities (on average) is recorded in Slovenia, followed by Croatia, Serbia, and BiH, which is also economically the least developed in the sample.
Contrary to the previous questions, the next table presents the information on those households that were forced to sell their property (e.g. jewellery, cars, real estate and land), spend their savings or drop out of school. Simply, these are negative consequences of the crisis, which resulted in households engaging in one or more activities that can be categorised as surviving strategies (see Table 4 ).
Results show that in all the surveyed SEE countries, households increased their debts (i.e. borrowed money). This is an activity that was the most frequently reported in the sample, suggesting that the majority of households increased their debt in order to cope with the changing conditions in the region. Apart from increasing debt, the households that had some savings also reported that they increased spending of the saving they possessed. These two activities are reported by some 60% of households on average, with a noted diff erence that in the less developed countries (BiH and Serbia) indebtedness dominated, while in the more developed countries (Croatia and Slovenia) spending of savings took the fi rst place. Table 4 also indicates that often households sold their assets, such as car, land, and jewellery.
Summarising the fi ndings from the discussion above, we can identify a certain balance between the diff erent activities used to cope with the eff ects of the crisis, by giving a general conclusion that 'surviving' activities were reported by more households than 'thriving' ones. While activities regarding thriving and surviving strategies are mainly treated as separate concepts in the literature, our data do suggest that both strategies were used by some households separately (engagement in either thriving or surviving), but also they were used by some households simultaneously (engagement in thriving and surviving). A simple cross-tabulation check suggests that some 23% of households did not report any of the activities, some 19% relied on both, while 40% were engaged in surviving activities only, and the remaining 18% were engaged in thriving activities only. Since households that simultaneously use both types of strategies are the least investigated, they will be in our primary focus. Nevertheless, we will also consider households that used a variation of activities, but singly.
Finally, we do not argue in this paper that by examining these two categories of household activates we capture all possible responses of households-but rather capture some of the most likely activities (the range of activities may theoretically be infi nite). That is also one of the reasons why we use the term 'activities' rather than 'strategies'-as the term 'strategies' would include more activities than we can capture with our data. Apart from this limitation, it is always challenging to capture 'strategy' through static cross-section survey data.
An Empirical Investigation of Household Activities in the Crisis Period
Our empirical approach is aff ected by reasoning regarding the potential relationship between thriving and surviving activities of households discussed in the introductory section of this paper. In the choice of our method of estimation, we rely on the survey outcomes presented earlier, in which we identify that households reported to use thriving and surviving activities in the crisis period, and used both categories of activities separately as well as in combination. In addition, the modelling framework that we use assumes that both thriving and surviving activities employed by households in the surveyed SEE region can differ according to observed factors (e.g. macroeconomic environment, household economic performance and diff erent dimensions and levels of social capital) as well as non-observed systematic ones (i.e. endogenous), which infl uence the model. Furthermore, this modelling framework enables us to test some equationspecifi c (i.e. thriving or surviving specifi c) determinants, which are identifi ed as being important in the process of estimation. Following a methodological approach used by Efendić, Pugh, and Adnett , 9 we investigate the correlation between household thriving and surviving activities, their common and specifi c observed, as well as unobserved, infl uences. We model these relations by using a system of regression equations, which is estimated as a seemingly unrelated bivarate probit model (SUPM). The main feature-and advantage-of this approach is that we can capture more complex infl uences in the model than by using a simple simultaneity. There is no model that is perfectly correct, but we believe that our approach seems to be a bett er choice than a model based on simple mutual causation. 10 We will estimate SUPM with the following model specifi cation:
This is a cross-section model with two dependent variables. In Equation (1) thriving 1 denotes an index capturing thriving activities of SEE households, while in Equation (2) surviving 2 codes for household surviving activities. 1  and 2
 are the intercepts in Equations (1) and (2), respectively; K , 1
 are vectors of coeffi cients to be estimated. Equation specifi c explanatory variables (capturing specifi c determinants of household surviving activities) in the second regression are denoted as Z 2B (1B). û 1 and û 2 are potentially correlated error terms and they include unobserved infl uences that may contribute to the joint determination of thriving and surviving activities. In Equation (3), the parameter ρ̂ can be interpreted as the correlation between the unobservable explanatory variables of the two equations. 11 One of the most important statistical checks at the very beginning is to test the statistical signifi cance, as well as the sign and magnitude of the coeffi cient ρ. This test has two possible outcomes in this case: 1. ρ = 0 Unobservable infl uences on household thriving and surviving activities are not associated in the manner suggested by this model; hence, two separate models for investigation of these two activities are needed. This also means that households did not systematically use both types of activities, but that these are mutually exclusive and should be treated separately. 2. ρ ≠ 0 Unobservable infl uences on household thriving and surviving activities are associated; hence, this model is an appropriate statistical generating mechanism. There is an endogenous link between thriving and surviving activities aff ected by common, specifi c and unobserved infl uences in the Following good practice, we present descriptive statistics of the variables used in the modelling procedures (including later sensitivity analysis) in Table A1 in the appendix.
Our dependent variables are constructed as aggregated indices proxying household thriving activities (those reported in Table 3 ) and household surviving activities (those reported in Table 4 ). Before creating an aggregated index for these two dependent variables, we conducted a factor analysis that suggested for both cases to combine responses from Table 3 and Table 4 into one single factor. 12 They are combined and for the purpose of this type of model, organised as dummy variables denoting values as reported in the previous table.
The literature review established the importance of household economic performance for involvement in thriving and/or surviving strategies. Accordingly, in both equations, we control for the level of household income reported by the respondents (incomehi) as well as the change in the economic situation of households over a period of fi ve years (ecworse). It is important to control for both infl uences, since the current level of income can be fully diff erent in comparison to the situation before the crisis; hence, it is important to control the relative change of their economic situation. We expect that households that have higher levels of income are more likely to be involved in more thriving activities and fewer surviving activities. Correspondingly, those households that reported a negative change in their economic situation are more likely to be involved in surviving activities.
It is well known that the macroeconomic environment is an important determinant of the average household performance, in particular as we have a sample with signifi cant diff erences between countries in the achieved level of economic development. In that respect, we control for the macroeconomic performance of these countries (gdppc) by using the GDP per capita level (divided by 1,000). We argue that this is a good proxy not only for the current level of development, but this indicator captures the entire history of time-varying growth performance. 13 Moreover, focussing on per capita values means that 12 The factor analysis indicated that all items load onto a single factor in both cases. The eigenvalue for the fi rst factor (thriving) is 2.6 and falls to 0.08 for the second factor. In addition, all factor loadings on the fi rst factor are above 0.68 except for the fi fth factor with a value of 0.4. In the second factor (surviving), the statistical tests are even bett er. The eigenvalue for the fi rst factor is 4.05, while all factor loadings for this factor are above 0.67. Accordingly, the statistical tests suggest that we can rely on one factor as the most relevant. the relative size of the surveyed SEE countries is taken into account, as well as the possibility that economic data are driven by countries. 14 We expect that those SEE countries that have higher levels of GDP per capita, hence bett er macroeconomic performance, are more likely to have households engaged in thriving activities than those countries with a smaller level of macroeconomic output. In relative terms, the level of GDP per capita of these countries did not change over the crisis period.
There is extensive and multidisciplinary literature examining the role of social capital in the everyday life of citizens and households. 15 It is not that easy to capture this eff ect as a result of diff erent theoretical approaches, diff erent dimensions of social capital as well as diff erent levels of social capital. However, in our research and based on available data, we capture three dimensions with corresponding levels of social capital. Firstly, we focus on the general role of social capital in the model by controlling for the level of generalised trust (gentrust), since trust is seen as a key dimension of social capital in most of the literature. 16 Our measure captures the trust in unknown individuals as a refl ection of confi dence in wider social norms, which is the expectation of accepted behaviour of individuals in society in general. 17 For the purpose of this research we may treat it as a macro-level of social capital. 18 The second dimension that we use is institutional trust (instrust), which is trust in the functioning of the institutional framework including formal rules, organisations and enforcement mechanisms-this in consideration of the defi nition of formal institutions by Douglass North and the World Bank. 19 be treated as a meso-level of social capital. Finally, informal institutions, which include unwritt en rules, codes, norms of behaviour and networks, are usually a neglected dimension in empirical research, primarily because of the problem of measurement. 20 We overcome this limitation and include a proxy that captures informal networks based on contacts with diff erent public institutions at the disposal of the respondents (infcont). We argue that this is a micro-dimension of informal institutional 21 social capital at the disposal of the individuals being interviewed, and as such it is important to be included in this investigation. Since more social capital and social interaction is usually seen as an economic advantage of households and individuals, we expect that greater social capital at all examined levels will be associated with more success of households in terms of their greater involvement in thriving and less involvement in surviving activities.
The model that we use enables us to investigate specifi c determinants linked to the equations in focus. In our case, the statistical test suggests that household surviving activities are systematically aff ected by four additional determinants; unlike the thriving activities of households (i.e. if we include these independent variables in both equations then they become statistically insignifi cant, while the model diagnostics become weaker). At a very general level, this can also be treated as an interesting fi nding-those families that are in a worse economic position and are involved in household surviving activities systematically rely more on additional factors or activities than those in the thriving sample. Simply, this indicates that 'coping/gett ing by' activities are more challenging; they involve more actions and stamina than 'thriving' strategies. However, the systematic infl uences linked to the surviving activities of households include: social interaction within households (i.e. social capital), size and type of households, and additional household productive activities. It is interesting to note that the role of household social capital (hsocial) has been identifi ed as important, but solely at the household level (inside the family). In addition, these are also households that report systematic reliance on additional productive activities (activb), which are additional activities undertaken next to regular jobs (including e.g. construction, plumbing, wiring, agriculture, etc). These activities were aggregated into a single factor since our factor analysis suggested that they can be combined.
In order to take into account the heterogeneity of the data that may be linked to the countries in focus (i.e. considering their diff erences in achieved level of 
Model diagnostics

Number of observations 3,490
Coeffi cient of correlation in the residuals -0.18
The Likelihood-ratio test of ρ̂ = 0 chi2(1) = 19.85; Prob>chi2 = 0.000
The Wald test of rho = 0 chi2(63) = 59,731; Prob>chi2 = 0.000
Source: Authors' calculations using STATA 14 (STATA 14, StataCorp, Texas, USA).
economic development), we estimate a robust standard error, in which countries are defi ned as clusters. This applies to all the estimated models below. Finally, we estimate our baseline model focussing on the discussed determinants, although individual factors such as gender, age, education and marital status may be important as well. Since this is a household level investigation we do not include these determinants in the baseline specifi cation, but as part of our robustness checks.
The results from the SUPM baseline model estimation are presented in Table 5 , together with the statistical diagnostics.
Following good practice of empirical research, 22 we start our explanation by fi rstly focussing on the model diagnostics. The Wald test for the joint signifi cance of our independent variables included in the model, rejects the null hypothesis at the highest level of statistical signifi cance, namely that these variables are jointly equal to zero (p=0.000). Next, we rely on the Likelihood-Ratio test to investigate whether the coeffi cient ρ̂ is equal to zero, which is the main test of statistical validity of the estimated model. If this coeffi cient equals zero, then we cannot rely on this statistical generating mechanism, and instead need to estimate two separate (probit) models for the two dependent variables. The result of the Likelihood-Ratio test implies that the SUPM model is an appropriate estimator for the examined links; hence, thriving and surviving activities of households are not two separate and exogenous concepts, but they are endogenously linked in our model.
The ρ̂ coeffi cient is estimated with the highest level of statistical precision (p=0.000) confi rming that we have a proper model. In addition, this coeffi cient is estimated with a negative correlation coeffi cient (-0.18) suggesting that more thriving activities of households are systematically associated with fewer surviving activities, and vice versa. It does not mean that households will not rely on both strategies; indeed, they can use both of them and the model identifi es this mode of linkage, but also systematic regularity in the model-more thriving and less surviving activities as the general patt ern. Later, we examine the models for combinations of households that reported to use only one of these activities, i.e. either thriving or surviving. To obtain the complete picture from this model, and to make interpretation understandable, the next step is to consider the observed joint and specifi c determinants, which we investigate by estimating the marginal eff ects of each variable on the probability that households are involved in thriving and surviving activities (Table 6) .
We fi nd that the majority of independent variables are statistically significant in their relationship with thriving and surviving activities of a household. A qualitative interpretation of the household economic performance, macroeconomic performance and social capital follows.
Household economic performance has the highest magnitude in the model. There is a 16% higher probability that households with higher incomes (incomehi) are associated with thriving activities in the period of crisis and less with surviving activities, in comparison to households with lower levels of income. In addition, these households that responded with a negative change in their economic situation over the period of crisis (ecworse), are associated less with thriving and more with surviving activities; with a high negative magnitude of 10%. All in all, these results are as expected and they underline the importance of economic performance of households in a period of crisis, which was linked to their activities that followed-either more thriving or surviving. Macroeconomic performance indicates that the level of economic development (gdppc) is estimated with a positive sign, as expected, but it is not precisely measured (statistically not signifi cant). Accordingly, there is no systematic eff ect of diff erent macroeconomic performance on household activities in the region. Although some SEE countries are more developed than others, household activities during the crisis period are not explained or systematically infl uenced by this eff ect. Rather, it is explained with some other joint and specifi c infl uences that are similar between countries with diff erent levels of economic development. However, this variable serves its statistical purpose to capture any cross-country economic eff ect in the model. Social capital reveals that the diff erent dimensions appear to be important for the examined household activities. After the household economic performance, the highest eff ect in the model is obtained for generalised trust (gentrust, at 7%). The positive and statistically signifi cant coeffi cient implies that a higher level of generalised trust had a positive eff ect on household performance during the crisis period-more thriving and less surviving. While generalised trust is precisely measured and estimated, institutional trust (instrust) is on the borderline of statistical signifi cance, notably with a positive sign and hence there is a positive eff ect in the model. However, the magnitude of this coeffi cient is very low (0.6%) suggesting that although institutional trust is associated with more thriving and less surviving strategies, this eff ect is almost zero. Finally, informal contact networks (infcont) are important, with a magnitude of 2%, and a positive eff ect in the model. Simply, those households that reported having more informal links in diff erent institutions are also more successful in terms of reporting more thriving and fewer surviving activities. This also signifi es the importance of informal networks, and generally informal institutions, in everyday life of households in the region. Next, we look at specifi c determinants related to household surviving activities only. These are activities that are not relevant for thriving types of households and include additional productive activities, location, size and social capital of households.
Additional productive activity of households (activb) is a statistically significant determinant in the model with a negative sign and has the highest specifi c magnitude at 6%. This result implies that those households reporting more additional activities are also households that reported fewer surviving activities (e.g. necessity to sell assets such as jewellery, car and land). Accordingly, this is a systematic infl uence in the model and an important response to the crisis by these households.
Rural versus urban household (rural) diff erentiation has a statistically signifi cant eff ect in the model, a positive sign and magnitude of 2%. The fi ndings suggest that rural households in comparison to urban ones were more involved in surviving activities. Apparently, the crisis seems to have aff ected more rural areas in the SEE region when we measure the eff ect through diff erent forced activities of these households.
Size of households (hsize) has emerged as an important determinant in the model as well, having a negative sign and rather small magnitude of 1%. The negative sign implies that bigger households, on average, were less involved in surviving activities than smaller households. Bearing in mind the importance of social capital, informal networks and additional activity in the model, this fi nding is not surprising.
Household social capital (hsocial) is a statistically signifi cant eff ect of social interactions within the family for surviving activities. The negative and statistically signifi cant coeffi cient implies that households that reported more social interaction also reported fewer surviving activities, although this eff ect is very small (0.5%).
Having identifi ed relevant determinants in the model, and especially diff erent dimensions and levels of social capital, we combine these three dimensions (i.e. general trust, institutional trust and informal contact networks) to obtain a visual interpretation of their eff ects in the model. We estimate this interaction by augmenting the baseline model-as this procedure takes a rich variety of direct and indirect infl uences of these variables into account. All three variables are now set to binary to make this interaction feasible and to facilitate interpretation. Interestingly, all of the combinations of interactions are statistically signifi cant at the highest level of signifi cance, indicating that there is interaction between the diff erent dimensions of social capital. A visual interpretation of the all three combined factors is presented below (Figure 2) .
Starting with the upper fi gure, the grey line identifi es for those households with higher generalised trust and more informal links at diff erent institutions.
There is approximately a 35% probability that these households will be engaged more in thriving and less in surviving activities. The black line (left side) shows those households with no general trust and no informal contacts with institutions have the smallest probability (around 15%) of combining more thriving and fewer surviving activities. Notably, regardless of what the generalised trust is, this probability does not change much; hence, this conclusion is primarily led by the eff ect of having informal contacts or not. We will not comment the other combinations as they can be discerned from the fi gure.
Overall, the previous fi gure shows that diff erent dimensions of social capital examined through generalised trust, institutional trust and informal institutional contacts, both individually and in combination, moved households in the surveyed SEE region towards greater probability of being in a bett er position during a period of crisis (more thriving and less surviving activities). However, there is a higher eff ect of generalised trust and informal institutional contacts than there is of formal institutional trust.
To sum up, by way of our investigation we identify three important fi ndings: 1. Households in the surveyed SEE region overwhelmingly relied on thriving and surviving activities to overcome the negative consequence of the latest crisis. We identify that these activities were used separately by some households, but also in combination by other households. Thriving and surviving activities were identifi ed to be determined by a number of systematic and endogenous infl uences, including in particular the household economic performance, social capital performance and household characteristics. Household surviving activities are identifi ed to be under additional specifi c infl uences, which implies that these actions are more challenging and thus included more responsive actions. 2. In terms of observed determinants in the model, our fi ndings suggest that the most important factor aff ecting whether households were more engaged in thriving or surviving activities is the economic performance of households, primarily in terms of the household income level as well as in terms of the change in the economic situation. This fi nding implies the importance of economic determinants for diff erent activities used by households. 3. We also identify the underlying importance of diff erent social capital dimensions for households in the surveyed SEE region and the activities they are involved in. In particular, we identify that generalised trust (macro-level) and informal contact networks existing on the ground (micro-level) are relevant. Simply, the trust in society is a factor positively linked with household performance in terms of employing more thriving and fewer surviving activities. In addition, the existence of informal contact networks at diff erent institutions, which is a type of informal institutional support, was even more important in contributing to bett er outcomes of households during the period of crisis. Overall, we fi nd that these social capital dimensions, both individually and in combination, move households in SEE regions towards greater probability of being in a bett er position during a period of crisis (i.e. more thriving and fewer surviving activities). Although our main interest was to develop a model that takes into account households relying on both thriving and surviving activities, we also developed combinations of models for households using these activities singly (either thriving or surviving), but not in combination (Table A2 in the appendix). The results revealed that surviving activities were aff ected by the same list of determinants discussed earlier, with the following fi ndings: lower income, worse economic situation, lower GDP, fewer informal contacts at institutions, fewer social interactions, smaller households size and fewer additional productive activities are all linked to more surviving activities of households during a period of crisis. Additionally, households in rural locations used surviving activities more. The highest marginal eff ect was obtained for household income (11%) and additional productive activity (9%). The same conclusion applies for thriving activities with the reverse sign, which is as expected. To sum up, economic performance of households, social capital and household characteristics remain to be important infl uences for households that rely on thriving or surviving activities only.
As part of our robustness procedure, we estimated a parsimonious model by excluding all variables that are not statistically signifi cant at the conventional 10% level (i.e. excluding gdppc and instrust). After this change in specifi cation, we did not identify signifi cant diff erences in magnitudes, signs and statistical signifi cance of the estimated coeffi cients. Hence, our results are robust to this change in specifi cation. In addition, one may ask why we excluded certain determinants from the thriving equation and link them to the surviving equation only. We also estimated a model in which all determinants were used in both the equations, but the main results still hold while the variables that were included in the thriving equation did not reach a level of statistical signifi cance at the 5% level. We believe that this is due to the specifi cation that does not fi t the data well, and thus we interpret the baseline model as more credible. We arrived at the same conclusion when we estimated a model that includes individuals' characteristics, reported in Table 6 . Finally, we controlled for the 'do not know' responses, but the main results were unchanged in terms of sign and signifi cance, and even magnitude remains very similar.
Following good practice, in the end we may report some concerns regarding our investigation. Firstly, we controlled for diff erent household activities during a period of crisis and distinguished between them based on a theoretical discussion of thriving and surviving household activities. This theoretical distinction may still be challenged and more theoretical underpinnings in the future would be useful. In addition, we combine our specifi cation variables with diff erent levels and diff erent time periods (e.g. pre-crisis infl uence and postcrisis performance), which would merit more investigation using a dynamic context. In the current model, we cannot control for this. Finally, although we identifi ed non-observed endogenous systematic infl uences in the model, for policy-making this is ineff ectual as results are diffi cult to interpret.
Conclusion
In this paper we investigated what determines the diff erent household activities used during a period of crisis. In our research we combine diff erent infl uences, including a macroeconomic environment proxyied by the level of GDP per capita, social capital and household determinants as economic performance of households, as well as types of household and additional productive activities. In our sensitivity analysis we included standard individual characteristics of respondents, but the results remained consistent.
The main fi ndings imply that the most important factor aff ecting whether households were engaged more in thriving and/or less to surviving activities is their economic performance in terms of household income level and changes in their economic situation over the period of crisis. This is not surprising and it emphasises the importance of the existing economic performance of households for challenges linked to economic crisis. However, we also identifi ed that macroeconomic performance was less relevant in this case, suggesting that a diff erent macroeconomic environment was not a decisive factor of a household's involvement in thriving or surviving activities, even when the eff ect is positive but close to zero.
We identifi ed the importance of diff erent social interactions in the model, which we also denoted as diff erent dimensions of social capital. We fi nd that these social capital dimensions-generalised trust, institutional trust and informal contact networks available at diff erent institutions; both individually and in combination-move households in the surveyed SEE region towards greater probability of being in a bett er position during a period of crisis (i.e. more thriving and less surviving activities). This fi nding adds to the social capital literature by identifying the importance of diff erent dimensions and levels of social capital for household activities used during a period of crisis.
The modelling framework that we used enables us to identify that thriving and surviving activities of households during a period of crisis are mutually endogenous activities and are joint outcomes of a wider system of infl uences, which include some commonly observed and non-observed determinants. Households that were in the 'surviving' situation are identifi ed to be aff ected by more factors and were in a more challenging position that included more activities, in particular, additional productive activities. Simply put, households being engaged in surviving activities were struggling more in terms of fi nding more possibilities for maintaining or improving their position. Note: *This is a factor variable generated from these responses. These were binary responses (0, 1) which are summarised and divided by number of categories. Then, the binary variable was generated with the value of 0 if the factor is 0, and 1 if the factor is greater than 0 and less than 1; hence, this mean that 1 is coded for all households who have employed at least one of the thriving/ surviving activities. 
